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1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such 
that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 
102 of this title, shall not preclude patentability under 
this section where the subject matter and the claimed 
invention were, at the time the invention was made, owned 
by the same person or subject to an obligation of 
assignment to the same person. 

2. Claims 5-12, 15-17, 21, 24-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103 as being unpatentable over Agre (5 , 978 ,679) , Tayloe et 

al (5, 826, 188) (cited by applicants) or Fox et al or alternatively 
Fox et al in view of either Agre (5 , 978 , 679) , Tayloe et 
al (5, 826, 188) (cited by applicants) . 



Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et al (See Figs. 3 and 7, Col. 2, lines 
10-30) or Fox et al (See Fig. 2, Col. 3, lines 35-45, Col. 4, 
lines 1-10) disclose a means for employing an interface to 
connect between a plurality of different wireless networks 
substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and 
the claimed invention is the specific switching between 
networks. It would have been obvious to the person having 



Regarding claim 27, each of Agre (See abstract, 
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ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar arrangement for 
any of Agre,' Tayloe et al or Fox et al because roaming is a 
basic premise of facilitating inter-network transfer. Regarding 
claim 5, most wireless networks transmit location information in 
local format (Tayloe et al, claim 1 and Fig. 7), pilot 
signals (Agre, abstract) or push server test (Fox et al which are 
the functional equivalent of an operational signal for the 
wireless network. Regarding the selection limitations of claim 
6, any of Agre, Tayloe et al or Fox et al show selection of one 
wireless network among many. Regarding the host application 
limitations of claim 7, any of Agre, Tayloe et al or Fox et al 
show at least an application for processing data. Regarding 
the route address limitations of claim 8, Fox et al (See Fig. 3) 
show the provision of a URL which is an address. Regarding 
routing limitations of claim 9, Fox et al (See Fig. 2 and col. 
5, lines 25-40) show proxy server which transparently 
communicates with mobile units. . Regarding address limitations 
of claims 10-12, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 5, lines 
25-40) show proxy server which transparently communicates with 
mobile units via end point addresses. Regarding claim 24, Fox 
et al(See Figs. 2, 3 and 5 and col. 5, lines 25-40, Col. 8, Col. 
9, lines 40-60, Col. 10, lines 10-20, claims 4,5 and 28) 
disclose a means for employing an interface to connect between a 
plurality of different wireless networks including list based 
authentication by both sender and receiver substantially as 
claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
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invention is the specific switching between networks. Any of 
Agre (See abstract, Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et al (See Figs. 3 and 
7, Col. 2, lines 10-30) show switching between different 
networks. It would have been obvious to the person having 
ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar arrangement for 
Fox et al because the same is contemplated within the primary 
item of evidence. Regarding address updating limitations of 
claim 15, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 55-60) 
show list changing or updating. Regarding reception limitations 
of claim 16, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 55- 
60) show the internet addresses which are the functional 
equivalent of the claim. Regarding table limitations of claims 
17 and 21, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) 
show a list or database lookup which are the functional 
equivalents of the claim. Regarding claim 25, Fox et al (See 
Figs. 2, 3 and 5 and col. 5, lines 25-40, Col. 8, Col. 9, lines 
40-60, Col. 10, lines 10-20, claims 4,5 and 28) disclose a means 
for employing an interface to connect between a plurality of 
different wireless networks including list based authentication 
by both sender and receiver, which list can be changed or 
updated (col. 9, lines 55-60) substantially as claimed. The 
differences between the above and the claimed invention is the 
specific switching between networks. Any of Agre (See abstract, 
Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et al (See Figs. 3 and 7, Col. 2, lines 
10-3 0) show switching between different networks. It would have 
been obvious to the person having ordinary skill in this art to 
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provide a similar arrangement for Fox et al because the same is 
contemplated within the primary item of evidence. Regarding 
claim 26 , Fox et al (See Figs. 2, 3 and 5 and col. 5, lines 25- 
40) disclose a means for employing an interface to connect 
between a plurality of different wireless networks substantially 
as claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the specific switching between networks. Any of 
Agre (See abstract, Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et al (See Figs. 3 and 
7, Col. 2, lines 10-30) show switching between different 
networks. It would have been obvious to the person having 
ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar arrangement for 
Fox et al because the same is contemplated within the primary 
item of evidence. Regarding discard limitations of claim 28, Fox 
et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) show packet 
forwarding control which can eliminate packet transmission if 
transmission is not permitted which is the functional equivalent 
of the claim. Regarding potential limitations of claim 29, Fox 
et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) show end point 
address. It is not that can be is a statement of possibility 
not a requirement. Therefore anything is possible if sufficient 
resources are devoted' thereto. Regarding gateway limitations of 
claim 30, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) 
show a push server addressing which is the functional equivalent 
of a gateway address. Regarding address limitations of claims 
10-12, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 5, lines 25-40) 
show proxy server which transparently communicates with mobile 
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units via end point addresses. Regarding claim 31, Fox et 
al (See Figs. 2,. 3 and 5 and col. 5, lines 25-40, Col. 8, Col. 9, 
lines 40-60, Col. 10, lines 10-20, claims 4,5 and 28) disclose a 
means for employing an interface to connect between a plurality 
of different wireless networks including list based 
authentication by both sender and receiver and which can be a 
stored program(See Col. 3, lines 5-20) substantially as 
claimed. The differences between the above and the claimed 
invention is the specific switching between networks. Any of 
Agre (See abstract, Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et al (See Figs. 3 and 
7, Col. 2, lines 10-30) show switching between different 
networks . It would have been obvious to the person having 
ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar arrangement for 
Fox et al because the same is contemplated within the primary 
item of evidence. Regarding address updating limitations of 
claim 32, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 55-60) 
show list changing, adding or updating. Regarding address 
limitations of claims 33-34, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and 
col. 5, lines 25-4 0) show proxy server which transparently 
communicates with mobile units via end point addresses. 
Regarding discard limitations of claim 35, Fox et al (See Figs. 
2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) show packet forwarding control 
which can eliminate packet transmission if transmission is not 
permitted which is the functional equivalent of the claim. 
Regarding claim 36, Fox et al (See Figs. 2, 3 and 5 and col. 5, 
lines 25-40, Col. 8, Col. 9, lines 40-60, Col. 10, lines 10-20, 
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claims 4,5 and 28) disclose a means for employing an interface 
to connect between a plurality of different wireless networks 
including changing, adding or updating (col . 9, lines 55-60) and 
which can be a stored program (See Col. 3, lines 5-20) 
substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and 
the claimed invention is the specific switching between 
networks. Any of Agre (See abstract, Figs. 2 and 3.), Tayloe et 
al(See Figs. 3 and 7, Col. 2, lines 10-30) show switching 
between different networks. It would have been obvious to the 
person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Fox et al because the same is contemplated 
within the primary item of evidence. Regarding potential 
limitations of claim 37, Fox et al (See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 
9, lines 40-60) show end point address. It is not that can be 
is a statement of possibility not a requirement. Therefore 
anything is possible if sufficient resources are devoted 
thereto. Regarding gateway limitations of claim 38, Fox et al 
(See Figs. 2 and 3 and col. 9, lines 40-60) show a push server 
addressing which is the functional equivalent of a gateway 
address. Regarding claim 39, Fox et al(See Figs. 2, 3 and 5 and 
col. 5, lines 25-40) disclose a means for employing an interface 
to connect between a plurality of different wireless networks 
and which can be a stored, program (See Col. 3, lines 5-20) 
substantially as claimed. The differences between the above and 
the claimed invention is the specific switching between 
networks. Any of Agre (See abstract, Figs. 2 and 3), Tayloe et 
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al (See Figs. 3 and 7, Col. 2, lines 10-30) show switching 
between different networks. It would have been obvious to the 
person having ordinary skill in this art to provide a similar 
arrangement for Fox et al because the same is contemplated 
within the primary item of evidence. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be 
directed to Salvatore Cangialosi at telephone number (703) 305- 
1837. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Douglas Olms, can be 
reached at (703) 305-4703. 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patent and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 
or faxed to (703)872-9306 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to Crystal Park 
II, 2121 Crystal Drive, Arlington, Virginia, Sixth 
Floor (Receptionist) . 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
Technology Center 2600 Customer Service Office whose telephone 
number is (703) 306-0377. / 
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